To investigate the use of language learning strategies (LLS) 
INTRODUCTION
One of the basic concerns in the field of second language learning has always been finding more efficient ways for teachers or learners to facilitate language teaching and learning, and this has resulted in a great number of studies on the nature of language teaching and learning. Until 1970s, these studies were mostly based on teacheroriented methodologies. Then, it was argued that some language learners seemed to be 'more successful' regardless of teaching methods and techniques (Rubin, 1975) . Rubin (1975, p. 41) suggests that "if all people can learn their first language easily and well, why does this ability seem to decline for some when second language learning is the task?". These studies resulted in a shift of focus from teachers and teaching methods to learners and learning process, leading to a great amount of research aimed at investigating learner variables.
One of the variables receiving considerable attention is language learning strategies (LLSs). One of the important features of LLSs that distinguishes them from other learner variables is that learning strategies can be readily taught By (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989) . In Cotterall's (2000) point of view, selecting learning strategies is one of the means of transferring responsibility from the teacher to the learner in language courses which attempt to promote learner autonomy.
Many studies have investigated the effects of various variables on the use and choice of LLSs. Oxford (1989) mentions several factors influencing learners' choice of LLSs including the language being learned, duration, age, sex, personality characteristics, career orientation, learning style, motivational orientation, teaching methods, and so on.
The present study focuses on the effects of Iranian EFL learners' proficiency level on their use of LLSs. More specifically, it attempts to answer the following question: Rubin (1975) emphasizes, the significant effect of LLSs used by more successful learners on enhancing their learning. Oxford (1990) defines, LLSs as "specific actions taken by the leaner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situations" (p.8).
She suggests that using appropriate LLSs improves learners' proficiency and leads to greater self-confidence. O'Malley and Chamot (1990) emphasize, the role of learning strategies as a means of processing information in learning a language. Cohen (2003) , describes language learning strategies as both the conscious or semi-conscious thoughts and behaviours that learners employ to enhance their understanding of a target language.
LLSs have been investigated by several researchers and different categorizations have been offered by Rubin (1987) , Oxford (1990) , Stern (1992) There have also been a number of empirical studies that have investigated the relationships between learners' L2 proficiency and strategy use. For instance, in a study of English learners in Puerto Rico, Green and Oxford (1995) showed that more successful learners used strategies more frequently, and naturalistically than the less successful learners. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) LLS use across proficiency levels. It was also found that cognitive strategies were the main predictors of language proficiency.
On the whole, although a large number of studies have been conducted on the relationship between language learners' proficiency levels and their use of LLSs, the results seem to be mixed. The purpose of this study is to shed light on this issue and investigate if there are any differences in the use of different types of strategies across proficiency levels.
Method

Participants
The participants of this study were 180 Iranian adult language learners whose native language was Persian. 
Instrumentation
In the present study, the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), developed by Oxford (1990) To estimate the reliability, the internal consistency of the Persian version of the SILL was checked using Cronbach's alpha, which turned out to be .89.
Procedure
To collect data, the SILL questionnaire was given to the participants, and they were asked to mark one of the choices available to them (always or almost always, generally, sometimes, generally not, never or almost never) according to the frequency with which they used each strategy. Initially, the number of participants was 202. Based on their course levels, they were divided into three different analyze the collected data.
Results
Overall strategy use across proficiency levels
To investigate the effect of proficiency level on overall strategy use of the participants, a one-way ANOVA procedure was run. (2, 177) concluded that there are significant differences among the means of the three proficiency levels regarding their overall strategy use. Moreover, the omega squared index A look at 
Cognitive strategy use across proficiency levels
To investigate if there are any significant differences in the cognitive strategy use of Iranian EFL learners across proficiency levels, a one-way ANOVA procedure was used. Table 3 summarizes descriptive and test statistics.
As Table 3 shows, the advanced level group has the highest mean, followed by the intermediate level and the elementary level groups. In addition, since the significance level is less than .05 and the F-value is statistically significant (F = 6.97, p < .05), it can be concluded that there are (2, 177) significant differences among the means of the three proficiency levels regarding cognitive strategy use. 2 Moreover, the index of the strength of association (ω = .06)
indicates that 6% of the total variance in the dependent variable (cognitive strategy use) is accounted for by the independent variable (proficiency level). To locate the differences among the means, a post-hoc Scheffe test procedure was run, which yielded the following results.
A look at Table 4 
Mea-cognitive strategy use across proficiency levels
To investigate metacognitive strategy use of Iranian EFL learners across proficiency levels, another one-way ANOVA procedure was run, the results of which are given in Table 5 .
As Table 5 shows, the F-value and the significance level significant (F = 2.924, p > .05) show that there are no (2, 177) significant differences among the means of the three proficiency levels regarding their preferences for metacognitive strategy use.
Affective strategy use across proficiency levels
To investigate affective strategy use of Iranian EFL learners across proficiency levels, another one-way ANOVA procedure was used, yielding the following results:
As it can be seen in Table 6 , the significance level and the Fvalue (F = 1.671, p > .05), indicate no significant (2, 177) differences among the means of the three proficiency levels in their choice of affective strategies.
Memory strategy use across proficiency levels
To see whether or not there are any significant differences in the memory strategy use of Iranian EFL learners across proficiency levels, another ANOVA procedure was used. differences among the means of the three proficiency levels regarding their use of memory strategies.
Compensation strategy use across proficiency levels
To investigate compensation strategy use across proficiency levels, another ANOVA procedure was used.
The results are presented in Table 8 .
As it can be seen in Table 8 differences among the means of the three proficiency level groups regarding their use of compensation strategies.
Social strategy use across proficiency levels
The last question sought to investigate whether or not there are any significant differences in the social strategy use of Iranian EFL learners across proficiency levels. Table 9 summarizes the results of the one-way ANOVA used for this purpose.
Based on Table 9 , the significance level and the F-value (F ( , = .1.454, p > .05) show no significant differences 2 177) among the means of the three proficiency level groups regarding their use of social strategies.
Discussion
One of the findings, regarding the overall strategy use of the participants, was that although the differences between Moreover, the findings of the present study lend strong support to those of Khosravi (2012) , who reported cognitive strategies to have the strongest relation to English proficiency, and found no significant differences in the use October -December
